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pioneered by U.S. companies. Satellites are critical to the distribution ofbroadcast ud cable
prowamminR, international telephone and video traffic. newsgathering. fixed and mobile
c.ornnumirations in remote areas, and position location. With the growth of satellite networks
using Very Small Aperture Terminals (VSAT3), satellitcs arc now widely uac:d for domestic and
international private networks that eaCh have hundreds IDd thousands ofusers. The recent launch
ofbiRh-power Direct Broadcast Service was the most successftd introduction ofa new consumer
technology in f'e('.ent history.

New satellite systems are under construction or proposed for new services tbat include
worldwide mobile communications to handheld tcrmiDlls. digital audio services, and two-way
broadband snv1l".e to unnll terminals. Again, US. companies have been leadinS these efforts and
the U.S.go~t haa been the chivin8 force at eonferalcea of the International
Telecommunication Union in securing the necessary spec;ttum allocations for these new systems.

Thp. hA~i~ fnr AAtfllllitp.'~ ~I(,l.".es.q iq iT" Ahility tt.'t provide C'.ertain kinds of services very
efficiently. These include: (i) wide area service (mcluding regional and global service) that
provides economies ofscale, including paniallarly for service to rural and remote areas, and
(ii) point-to-multipomt and multipoint-to-point service. The satellite industry also has
demonstrated B unique ability to continually improve its teclmology and increase the capacity of
its offcring~. Typical satc16tC! being manufiLctured and launched in 1996 offer SC\-cral orders of
magnitude more capacity than those being launched in the 1970's and permit users to
c~mmunicate with equipment that is orders ofmagnitude smaller and less expensive than was
practical with earlier generation sateUites.

The extent and imponance ofU.S. leadership in satellite technology and services cannot
be exaggerated. Just imagine for a moment that the Global Positioning System or the Big LEO
gystems were developed using Japanese or Russian techoo1ogy and you get an idea of how we
have comc to takc for grantcd the: U.S. position in this industry and what it mcMS to our nation.

Much of the credit for the success ofthe U.S. satellite induslry must go to the U.S.
gO\'emmen1 and, particularly, the C.ammis.sion. Recognizing the unique qualities of satellites and
their imponance in providing certain services that would otherwise be impo3siblt or impractical,
NASA and the Defense Department have invested substantial amounts in research and
development and the FCC has allocated substantial spectrum for satellite services. In addition.
the FCC has adopted flexible licensing polici~$ fot' satellite systems that have prevented many of
the logjams that characterized the licensing ofether services.

In some circumstances, satellite services can share spectrum with other ser'oices. For
imrtance, in the C hand, th~ Fixed Satellite Service "hares frequenci~ \\;th microwave IicenReeR hy
coordinating the siting of their respectivB m.cilitie&. The Big LEO MSS systems "ill share
fIequ~ci=s wilh RJWiu ~ll ullumy by wall ullill~ t:JII.iljljLU~ (jum'mubile: equipnuml wh~ in lh~

Vicinity of certain observatories that monitor frequencies in the Big LEO uplink band. Little LEO
systems will share their uplink frequencies with land mobile and other terrestrial services.

Many satellite services are charaetcriz;ed by intraservicc s..'laring of5pc:t;trum. Two Little
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LEOs will share the same frequencies by using a dynamic bind-scanning technique desiped to
prevent their systems from operating at the same time on the same frequencies. Certain oftbe Big
I,RO!; r.hare the lWne fi'equeneie.. by u~jng CDMAtedmlogy. O~O FSS systems typically share
spectrum by operating from different orbitallooations that are sufficiently separate to prevent
interference. Use ofdi:fferent polarizations is another sharing technique. As a general matter. the
satellite industry bas been very cooperative in developing more efficient ways to use and shan:l
satellite spectrum. Over tbe yeftrs. satellite r.AJlAcity h...s expanded by several orders ofmapitude,
and no qualified satdJitc applicant has been unable to sceure the ltpCGtnml thAt i1 needed to
operate.

Tf. Sped.nlm Allocation~

AJ with other radio frequencies, the international allocation process is governed by the
now biennial conferences of the rru referred to as World Radiocommtmication Conferences or
"WRes.n Tn tAP. r.a~fl of utp.1t1te "l1orJdion'l, th~ r.nnfM'!nr.f!!l Rrtl NinC'J11 nilE! to t~ nature of
satellite communications, with its typically broad beam pattemt and, in the cue ofnon
geostationary satellites, their global orbits. speettum allocations typically must be on an
international or at least re~onal basis.

At recent conferences, the U.S. has been Q loading proponent ofncw satellite allocations.
AI the 1995 conference, the U.S. successtWly proposed substantial new allOQuons for Te1edesic's
non-geostationmy broadband system and for BiR LEO feederlinks. At the 1992 conference, the
u.s. successfully proposed the basic allocation for the Big LEO systems and for Other. new MSS
systems.

Domestic allocations ofsatellite spectrUm are necessarily closely related to the
international allocations. In years past, when there was less demand ror spectrum. particularly in
the higher frequencies, the Commission was able to plan further ahead and set aside certain
frequencies for future satellite development, Thus, for instanCe, ponions of the L band were
allocated for Mobile Satellite Service as early as the 197fJs and the Ku and Ka bands were
allocated for satellite ser\'ic:es well in advance ofany specific proposed use. This permitted orderly
planning =d technology devc1opmc1lt by the industry. NASA Advmccd Communication!
Technology program for instance, invested hundreds ofmillions ofdollars in the development of
technology for satellites in the Ka band.

In rcceat years, as spectrum has grown more 5caTCC and the pace of technQlogy
development has quickened, specuum allocations have been driven more by specific proposals
with immediate needs. For instance., this was the case with the Little and Big LEOs.

SIA supports the foUowms policies with re"pect to &atellite spectrwn allocation&:

1. Add new satellite aUocations based on identified demand and the need to plan for
technology development

The U.S. satellite industry has demonstrated the capacity to devciop new
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technology and services that can contribute substantially to consumer weifarc and to the health of
the U.S. economy. For the industry to remain dynamic and rohu.~ it must have sufficient
spectnJm to grow. The Commission must act quickly and with a steady hand to preacrvc and
idcntif)· new satellite spectrum as needed.

2. Permit satellite system opemors to have maximum flexibility in the use of their
spectrum

SIA supports satellite licensees' having the flexibility to use their satellites to provide a
ran~ ofservices in the most efticient manner possible. Satellite~ operators have
demonstrated that they will use that flexibility to develop MW services tim wilt bCltCfit consumers,
To the extent tlw.t it is consistent with international allUCllliuns. Mtel1itc licensees should be given
broad flexibility to provide whatever services they can, as long as the provision ofother scrvices
does not adversely affect a satellite systemts ability to offer the satellite l'C1'ViCM thfti it is
designated to provide.

3. Do not use market-based mechaDisms to allocate spectlUm between sateUi1e
services and other services

SIA opposes the use oflwu~l-buttlmechanisms for the allocation of spectrum between
satellite services and ground.based technologies. This opposition is based on the unique need of
SlI1eUite services for regional and international allocation. A" discussed below in connection with
the assignment of spectrwn, the kind ofaction that the FCC twa in allocating spectnun
domestically is only part of what iii requirw fOT an effective allocation ofsaellite spectnun. A
successful bidder in the U.S. auction would be subject to cxtottion by other countries.

Any market-based mechanism for spectrum doemons would have to rccopiZle the need
ofsatellite systems [Of uaLiollwitle iillucations. SpcctIUm would have limited utility for satellite
use ifit was divided into dozens ofmetropolitan or regional tradin~ areas. Also. the diffiaalty of
sharing with incumbent terrestrial services is heightened hy t.he! rf!ltttive difficulty ofisolating a
small seosraPhic area.

Another important consideration is the intangible benefit from satellite services that may
not be reflected in satellite industry efforts to acquire 5pCCtmm thmugh market mechanisms.
Satellitel contribute to the provision ofuniversal service, providing unique coverage: of rural and
remote areas thaL, as with Ot.ht:l L;ompont:ntJl uf universal 5ervice, have imponant, but non-market
value.

111. . Spectrum assignment

There is no specific international assignment process for satellite licenses. but there is a
critically important international process for coordinating the use of satellite spectrum among
various foreign AyMf!1M With II few exceptions (involvinSDBS spectrum and certain FSS
spectn.nn, which have been the subject ofa prior; plannina among utionat administrations), the
usc of saLdlitc IIpeclrum ill lubjCt,1 to a process established by themrs Intemational Radio
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Regulations, whereby the rro publishes technical deseriptiODS ofPTOl)Oaed systems and
negotiations foUow with national administrations that are cnncemed about the possibility of
interferes1ce by such tylteml with their own tem6trial or satelIi~ 8Y1tema. This c:oordination
regime combines principlcs OruW~L w~firJl ~., with an obligation that system operators
use efficient tecbnology and that incumbents attempt to accommodate new enttants. As a result,
in many cases. the license the FCC iSAUe5 (OT a u.tellit.e system CIDDOt identitY how much
spectnnn from the partic:u1ar frequenoy band will iDitWly be available to the lic;cnscc. MOIllOVCl',

the amount ofspeclrumllll! it! ..vai1ab~ tc t~ licensee is SUbject to change over time u new,
foreign systems seek access to the band.

The international frequency coordination proGesa baa been the aubjoct ofincreuing
attontion, as the use uraldlilQ and the number ofsald1ite resistrations at the rru have
increased. SlA supports cttOrts to coasider modest reforms to the l)t'eSCDt system. such u
improvement in the 1TU's data manaaement system to remove e.ny bacldog of filinp, and
consideration ofways to increase the number ofsatellites that elm cfticicmly share It. gi\"Cl\ band.

The domestic process ofassigning licenses to sateUite system operators bas always been
characterized by the ability tn licen~ All qualifiP.rl "I\J'HrJ\nts. The reasoDt for this include:

satellite manufacturers and others have continually made improvements in the
technology to permit increases in capacity usinR the same SJ)tCtrum

improvements in techDo1ogy hnvc pcnnittcd satellites to usc higher frequency
binds that are generally less congested

the Cnmm;~,inn has been innovative in developing ways to accommodate
legitimate new systCtnS. including: reducing orbital spAcings; promoting
intraservice sharing~ and encouraging settlements

SlAur8e.~ the C'.ommil'sion to continue to strive to autbori:le all legitimate proposal. to
consttuet and operate satellite systems. SIA strongly oppoaca the use of lU~tionsto litenae
HIoLtillite sy»tems, As an initial matter, it is premature to conclude tbat there is any mutual
~lusivity e.mong satellite sy$tCtn proposals~ without mutual exclusivity, auctions are clearly
inappropriate. The U.S. government aM t.h~ ~Me111te industry historically have been very
Sl.1ccessful in ClVoiding ml.1twl! cKclusivi'ty.

In addition, the regional and interna.uonal nature of satellites and the increasing focus of
the U.S. satellite industry on the development ofregional and intemlt.k\1u.l mClrkets 108m
auctions uni~uely inappropriate for satellites. The t'eCUJOns for this include the foDowing:

1. The sequential auctions that are likely to occur (as one country or region after
another conducts its own auction or usesses fees for the riaht to operate in it"
territory) are lilce1y to result in ex.tortion ofU.S. satellite companies.

2. To increase revenues, countries cond1.lcdDg auctions win have an incentive to
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cuWucl globalauctiona or to rcstriGt the supply ofaatcllitc spectrum. This could
result in the warehousing ofspectrum and orbital resources, implementation ofa
priori pJanniDa. and opposition to new aIlocaUons ofsatellite SJ)eCtnan. Any of
these would reduce opportunities for U.S. companies and restrict output that
would otberwitiC be available to OOI1lWDCl"S.

~. ~ince Blithe U.S. can practically auction is )andina riahts in the U.S.• the revenues
that other countries would collect from auctions or &om cbarsins fees that
corrdIlc to auctiun pri~ pwd cJscwl.,." are likely to be several times luger than
whatever auction revenue is collected by the U.S. Treumy. This means a luge
outflow ofU. S. dollars and at least a complete offset of the auction revenue
collected by the U.S. Treasury.

4.. The added costs &lid incalculable risk created for U.S. satellite companies ue
r.r.rtAln tn have an impact on the aeneration ofjobs in the U.S, economy.

s. U.S. auctions might enCUUIKHt: weUite operators to look to foreign
administrations for sponsorship, wbich will lead to the U.S. eedinS regulatory
leadership to o~hp.r Rdmini!(ratioDS and multinational orpnizations.

For all ofthese reasons, SIA urges the CoaunislAon lu aJIiunaLively repudiate the use ofauctions
for future satelliteli~.

In addition, SIA supports the following policies with respect to satellite licensing:

maintain reasonable build-ou1 requirements

maintain reasonable oversight oftechnology to promote efficient use or public
resources.


